Abstract • Ivan Baruch Kutisker was a Lithuanian Jewish businessman who became a prominent sym bol of Nazi propaganda and antisemitism in the Weimar Republic. Before Kutisker came to Germany he had a brief engagement as the Finnish government representative to Soviet Russia. This article con tributes to the research on Kutisker as well as to the research on antisemitism in Finland. Ivan Kutisker's sojourn in Finland has been an unknown chapter in his life. Kutisker's contact persons in Finland were Heikki Renvall, Kai Donner and K. N. Rantakari. The attitudes displayed by Renvall, Donner and Ranta kari indicate that antisemitism was widespread among the Finnish political and military establishment. The article illustrates how antisemitism influenced the thinking and decisionmaking of highranking Finnish officials.
Ivan Baruch Kutisker was a Lithuanian Jewish businessman who became a prominent symbol of Nazi propaganda and antisemitism. Nazi propaganda portrayed him as an archetypal east ern Jewish crook exploiting the weak Weimar Republic. Before Kutisker came to Germany he had a brief engagement as a Finnish gov ernment representative to Soviet Russia. This engagement entailed both trust and suspicion, as the Finnish authorities displayed ambivalent attitudes, ranging from acceptance to outright antisemitism. This article probes Kutisker's problematic encounters with representatives of the Finnish political establishment. I will begin with a brief outline of Finnish antisemitism, then I will go on to present Kutisker's arrival in Finland and his encounters with Heikki Ren vall, Kai Donner and K. N. Rantakari, three prominent members of the Finnish political establishment. These encounters culminated in a controversy between Kutisker and Rantakari at the RussoFinnish border. From there I will go on to examine the development of Renvall's and Rantakari's attitudes towards Jews in order to understand their actions. Finally I will present the turns of fate that made Ivan Kutisker into an icon of Nazi propaganda. My research is guided by the following questions: How did people in the Finnish political establishment treat Ivan Kutisker? How did they relate to Jews and anti semitism in general? What do their attitudes regarding Kutisker tell us about the Finnish political and military elites and their opinions on Jews and antisemitism?
The Finnish antisemitic context Jewish settlement in Finland became possible in the late 1850s when Tsar Alexander II granted discharged Jewish soldiers the right to settle in Finland after they had completed their military service. Jewish civil rights gradually became a political issue in Finland, and a parliamentary debate started to evolve during the last decades of the nineteenth century. Representatives of the clergy and the peasants voiced some of the most vicious antisemitic outbursts in the debate. Mikael Enckell regards the debate as a manifes tation the paranoid collective delusion of anti semitism, which was rooted in Finnish society (Enckell 1993: 38) . Owing to persistent oppo sition and legal technicalities the issue of Jewish civil rights remained unresolved until Finland gained independence. Jews were granted civil rights in 1918, but at the same time antisem itism was on the rise. Finnish antisemitism received intellectual impulses from both Ger man völkischstyle antisemitism and the Russian antisemitic tradition (Forsgård 2002: 11) . The Russian Revolution sparked conspiracy theor ies, blaming Jews for the revolution and accus ing them of even wider aspirations for global domin ation. The most vocal Finnish antisemites were active in small farright groups promoting publications such as the Finnish and Swed ish translations of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion (Laitila 2014: 130-64) . Jari Hanski has suggested that antisemitism was a marginal phenomenon in Finland during the interwar era (Hanski 2006: 404-13) . This view has been challenged by Simo Muir. He argues that Finn ish historians have tended to ignore, understate or deny Finnish antisemitism (Muir 2013) . 1 Recent research has indicated that antisemit ism was not a marginal phenomenon in Finland during the 1920s and the 1930s. For example, the leadership of the Finnish Evangelical Lutheran Church, with a few exceptions, endorsed overtly antisemitic opinions (Ahonen 2017: 324-9) . A major surge in Finnish antisemitism occurred in connection with the Russian Revolution, and the notion of Bolshevism as a Jewish phenom enon was widely accepted in bourgeois circles. Ivan Kutisker's engagement as a Finnish gov ernment representative thus took place at a time when antisemitism was on the rise in Finland.
1 For a summary of research on Finnish anti semitism, see Ahonen 2017: 16-19 . 
Kutisker comes to Finland

Controversies at the border
Shortly after this Donner turned in his resig nation. After his departure, Kaarle Nestori Rantakari became commandant of the border region. Rantakari was a journalist, banker and politician, who had functioned as chief of police in Vyborg after the Civil War. Rantakari had a colourful political background. After initially flirting with socialism he became active in the Old Finns Party, 7 articulating vaguely anti semitic views (Roselius 2013: 17) . During the Civil War of 1918 Rantakari went into hiding as the Reds seized power in southern Finland. He chose to hide as a patient in a hospital in Vyborg, playing sick and fearing for his life (Rantakari 1918: 292-316) . When government troops defeated the Reds in Vyborg, Rantakari was named chief of the local police. Rantakari became commandant of the border region in midAugust 1918. Upon taking office he com piled a memorandum concerning problems and irregularities he had perceived at the border and presented the memorandum to his superiors in Helsinki. Rantakari noted with disdain that Jews and Russians had been able to persuade influential people in Finnish government circles to arrange special travel permits for them and contrasted this with the difficulties Finns had in obtaining permits to cross the border in order to return to their native country. Rantakari stressed that he had personally observed this traffic on the border bridge and claimed that a majority of the people coming to Finland were Jews.
This claim stands in contrast with the find ings of Max Engman. According to him, Jews were included in a group of 67 former Russian subjects alongside Ukrainians, Poles and Esto nians, who came from Russia to Finland be tween September and December 1918. This figure can be compared with the total number of 1962 individuals who came from Russia to Finland during that period (Engman 2008: 197) . The records of people crossing the border thus do not verify Rantakari's claim. According to both Donner and Rantakari, Kutisker crossed the border but his name does not come up in the records. It is hard to determine the num ber of people who crossed the border with spe cial permits, since they were not entered in the records. Rantakari wrote that Kutisker acted as a diplomatic representative of the Finnish gov ernment and that Kutisker had crossed the bor der almost daily and demanded that the Finnish border officials should give him various forms of assistance. Rantakari further claimed that Kutisker had made great promises, which he had not kept. Rantakari states that he had received reports according to which Kutisker was in fact a Bolshevik commissar. Consequently Rantakari was astonished by the trust Kutisker enjoyed in Finnish government circles.
Jews played a central role in Rantakari's memorandum. Rantakari claimed that an asso ciation for promoting the interests of Russian subjects in Finland was de facto run by Jews, who charged stunning fees for money transfers, cur rency transactions and handling letters between the two countries. On the whole, Rantakari portrayed Jews in a sinister light as scoun drels, shady businessmen and profiteers who were exploiting the conditions prevailing at the RussoFinnish border. 8 This portrayal of Jews as usurers and Shylockstyle characters was an example of the use of classical antisemitic clichés (Ahonen 2017: 29) . In a letter to his superior, LieutenantColonel Eino Suolahti, 9 Rantakari made his negative perception of Jews represent ing the committee of Finns living in Russia clear and called it a mainly Jewish committee, which had gained a bad reputation among ordin ary Russians. 10 In a second letter to Suolahti, Rantakari complained that Jews had started to obtain Ukrainian passports and that 'almost all Jews had been transformed into Ukrainians even though their previous connections with the Ukraine were as minimal as their connections 8 RA, Gränskommendanturens arkiv, 96 Kun görelser, brevkopior och förpassningar samt handlingar rörande diverse ansökningar (1918) (1919) (1920) (Tyynilä 1984: 169) . Together with two colleagues he worked on legislation concerning the rights of Jews in Finland. This was a thorny issue, which had been debated by the estates during the last decades of the nineteenth century. Renvall's father, Archbishop T. T. Renvall, had articulated some of the most virulently antisemitic attitudes in this parliamentary debate (Swanström 2016: 79-86) . On the other hand, Heikki Renvall also got intellectual input from Leo Mechelin, one of the key liberal pol iticians in Finland, who was the first politician to suggest that Jews should be given complete equality before the law (Reenkola 2015: 148) . Heikki Renvall studied the subject as a profes sional legal expert and he articulated his prelim inary views in a Finnish legal journal. Renvall stated that Swedish legislation from the 1780s, 20 which was still in force in Finland, did not in his opinion rule out the possibility for Jews to gain citizenship in Finland. However, this did not, according to Renvall, oblige the Finnish authorities to automatically grant citizenship to Jews who asked for it. Renvall's concluding point was that the Finnish authorities had the right to review each individual case separately and decide according to the national interestJews could be granted citizenship if it was for the benefit of the country (Renvall 1908: 177) .
The Law Drafting Committee gave its prop osition one year later, in 1909. On the surface the proposition was fairly liberal, giving Jews the possibility of becoming Finnish citizens. Things were, however, complicated by bureau cratic procedures in the application process. The proposition emphasised national considerations: citizenship hinged on the question whether a Jew could prove that he or she was an asset for Finland or not. 21 Jews who were not citizens were allowed to reside only in towns, not in the countryside, and the police were obliged to keep records on Jews living in their jurisdiction. Jews who were found guilty of perjury, usury, fraud, forgery, financial crimes or pandering were to be deported from the country (Lainvalmistelukunta 1909: 5-6 ). These regulations were followed by a thorough record of the committee's deliber ations. The latter stated clearly that the com mittee regarded the aforementioned crimes as typical of Jews (Lainvalmistelukunta 1909: 42) . It is hard to determine whether these thoughts were originally stated by Renvall or if he just endorsed the views of the other members of the committee. The main point is that Renvall was one of the cosignatories of a proposed law which included clearly antisemitic components. The other cosignatories, Hjalmar Granfelt and against Eastern European Jews during the period 1860-1920. A disproportionately large percentage of their applications for Swedish citizenship were rejected (Carlsson 2004: 70, 311-12) .
Frans Oskar Lilius, were not known for any public antisemitic activities, but this does not rule out the possibility that the antisemitic com ponents of the proposed law were a product of their minds. Renvall had evidently been working hard with the proposed law, as he wrote to his wife that he was exhausted when the text was finally ready for print. He mentioned the prop osition in a letter to Leo Mechelin, but tried to conceal the actual content of the proposition, stating that Mechelin would probably not want to look at the details (Reenkola 2015: 148-9) . Apparently he felt ashamed of producing a proposition which his liberal mentor would find offensive. Owing to political complications the proposed law was not adopted, and the status of Jews living in Finland was only resolved in 1918, when Jews were finally given equality before the law.
Renvall's interest in the Jewish people con tinued after he had finished his work in the Law Drafting Committee. He studied Zionism and Jewish settlement in Palestine, and he showed some understanding and even admiration for the Zionist project, but he doubted the capacity of Jews to engage in serious agricultural efforts. According to Renvall, Jews were city dwellers and a foreign element living on the economic efforts of the surrounding people upon whose economic strength they depended. Renvall thus harboured the classical antisemitic notion of Jews as parasites incapable of independent cre ative activities. Renvall concluded that Palestine did not offer a future for the Jewish people and that the problems of Eastern European Jews had to be solved in Eastern Europe (Renvall 1914: 34) . Some antisemites argued that Zionism would solve 'the Jewish problem' by removing the Jews from their European countries of resi dence, but Renvall was sceptical. He could not picture any solution for the problems of the Jews of Eastern Europe. Heikki Renvall's political thought presents an enigmatic mix of liberal and antisemitic Renvall's statement gains additional, complex dimensions, when we take into account that he had employed Ivan Kutisker, a Jewish business man, in dealings between the Finnish govern ment and the entity he described as the 'Jewish Communist state'. Heikki Renvall's remarks in Parliament suggest that he had completely reverted to the antisemitic thought of his father, Archbishop T. T. Renvall.
Kaarle Nestori Rantakari: covering the traces of antisemitism
The earliest signs of K. N. Rantakari's animos ity against Jews can be traced to the socalled 'Mandelstam affair'. Josef Mandelstam, a Rus sian Jewish professor at the University of Hel sinki, had criticised the Old Finns Party and its policies. Rantakari encouraged student protests against Mandelstam, and the agitated protestors demanded that Jews be expelled from Finland ( Jacobsson 1951: 364-5) . Santeri Jacobsson, a prominent Jewish civil rights activist, politi cian and historian, was familiar with the inci dent and Rantakari's part in the campaign against professor Mandelstam. Rantakari and Jacobsson were on friendly terms, and Rantakari told Jacobsson that he had prevented a mas sacre of Jews in Vyborg in the aftermath of the Civil War. According to Rantakari, a group of Jäger soldiers among the government troops had planned to kill the Jews of Vyborg, but Rantakari had ordered their barracks to be locked down on the night of the planned massacre. This action purportedly saved the lives of the Vyborg Jew ish community (ibid. 365). Jacobsson assumed that Rantakari had changed his attitude towards Jews, and he accepted Rantakari's account as truthful. Jacobsson later presented Rantakari's account in an authoritative manner in his lit erary production. Subsequent scholarship has not challenged Rantakari's account (Keski sarja 2013: 351-2; Westerlund 2004: 150) , even though there is no other evidence than Ranta kari's own words. It would be wise to keep in mind that Rantakari was a political chameleon, navigating according to prevailing winds. As commandant of the border region he definitely expressed antisemitic attitudes both in writ ing and in actual deeds. When Rantakari was CEO of the Vyborgbased bank SavoKarjalan Osakepankki, his antisemitic attitudes did not prevent him from doing business with a Jewish banker in Germany (Lembke 2012: 41, 70) .
In the 1930s and the 1940s Rantakari was on friendly terms with Bruno Aaltonen, chief of the Finnish security police, who in turn had con nections with the Gestapo. Rantakari was well informed about the cooperation of the Finnish and German police agencies. Aaltonen handed over copies of his topsecret correspondence with the Gestapo chief Heinrich Müller to Rantakari (Silvennoinen 2008: 355, 390, 400) . As chief of press in the Finnish Foreign Ministry Rantakari was invited to a German Nazisponsored confer ence for European journalists, 22 and before the war he had also been invited to attend Hitler's fiftieth birthday. During the war Rantakari was regarded as a proGerman politician. At the same time Rantakari managed to convince Santeri Jacobsson that he was doing his utmost to save Jewish refugees in Finland from Nazi persecution. When it seemed likely that the refugees would be handed over to the Gestapo, Rantakari advised Jacobsson to contact the British ambassador. Even though Rantakari was on cordial terms with the Germans he did not hesitate to give this piece of advice ( Jacobsson 1951: 365) .
Keeping all this in mind we can note that Rantakari was a highly complicated person, who could express various, often contradictory, attitudes and yet retain a pragmatic approach to matters. Another important point to keep in mind is that Rantakari had an enormous social network, which he used to gain information on various political issues. For Jacobsson's part this may have entailed Rantakari merely using Jacobsson as a source of information, while Jacobsson thought that Rantakari was a personal friend and even a philosemite. After the war Rantakari wrote that he had never been an anti semite. He claimed that he had never endorsed hatred against Jews (Rantakari 1946: 11) . This statement stands in stark contrast to his previous remarks on Jews in general, and Kutisker in par ticular, during his period as commandant of the border region. After the horrors of the Holocaust Rantakari was convinced that he needed to erase all traces of his previous antisemitism. During the war Rantakari had successfully convinced both Nazis and Jews that he was their friend, but when the outcome of the war was clear he dis tanced himself from his antisemitic past.
Ivan Kutisker in Germany
After leaving Finland Kutisker moved to Ger many in 1919. His modus operandi retained some basic features, such as trying to establish polit ical connections, which he harnessed to make money (Weigel 2015: 65) . In 1925 he became entangled in a highly publicised and complex financial scandal. 23 Press reports screamed that Reich President Friedrich Ebert and other social democrats and members of the Centre Party had been corrupted by Ostjuden, among them Kutisker, who had used political connec tions to obtain large loans from the Prussian State Bank, which they were unable to pay back. Martin Geyer writes that 'the names of Barmat and Kutisker became political and cultural code words that were readily used in the contempo rary discourse of both the Left and the Right' (Geyer 2010: 212) . 'The Barmats and Kutisker came to epitomize in National Socialist prop aganda the rats that infested the world -the Eastern Jews who threw off their caftans, shaved their beards, and became cosmopolitan menin other words, they represented the Ewige Jude (wandering Jew) as depicted in the 1941 film of the same name' (Geyer 2010: 229 ). Kutisker's name became associated with greed, corruption and crime (see, for example, Keller and Ander sen 1937: 28, 82) . A German parliamentary factfinding committee portrayed him as a man completely obsessed with money. Later on the Propaganda Ministry, headed by Joseph Goe bbels, commissioned Hans Fallada to write a novel about the Kutisker case (Geyer 2010: 215) .
During the scandal and his imprisonment before trial Kutisker's health was failing. He died in Berlin on 13 July 1927, one day before the pronouncement of a judgment. As a final insult by his antisemitic detractors, Kutisker ended up in a public autopsy performed by the famous professor Otto Lubarsch before a student audi ence. Lubarsch came from a Jewish family, but his father raised him in a conservative nationalist Prussian spirit. Lubarsch had been baptised by Adolf Stöcker, one of the founders of German political antisemitism (Lipphardt 2008: 231-2) . Lubarsch told his students that he did not hes itate to disclose the name of the deceased. 'It is Iwan Kutisker, a Jew from the East, who was sentenced to five years in prison. At the age of 20 he infected himself with syphilis and he smoked, according to the habits of Eastern Jews, 30 to 40 cigarettes every day' (as quoted in Prüll 2011: 483) . The disclosure of the name of the autopsy subject led to a scandal and the with drawal of Lubarsch's license to lecture. 24 When the Kutisker scandal unfolded in Germany it did not result in any public com ments from Kutisker's Finnish contacts. Renvall and Rantakari did not comment on the scandal in any manner, not even in private remarks in diaries or correspondence. Kai Donner made a marginal note in his diary next to the original entries concerning Kutisker: 'Kudisker senare dömd i Berlin för div. bedrägerier' ('Kudisker sentenced later in Berlin for various frauds'). The note is followed by the date Jan 1932 and Donner's initials K. D. Apparently Kai Donner had been thinking about Kutisker and his fate, and probably felt vindicated when his initial suspicions seemed to be proven right. For Kutisker the encounter with the repre sentatives of the Finnish government seemed to prove two points. 1) Wherever he went, there were antisemites, who would meet him with contempt and suspicion. Never mind that some of Kutisker's ventures and schemes were on the wrong side of the law -even if he tried to play according to the rules he would still be a Jew and an object of scorn and harassment. 2) There seemed to be potential in exploiting connections with relatively inexperienced politicians who had recently gained high positions in the new regimes which came to power after the First World War.
Kutisker's brief career as a semiofficial Finn ish government representative gave him experi ence which he was able to put to use in Ger many in his dealings with German poli ticians and bankers. Kutisker's development into a symbol and icon of antisemitism gained momentum after he left Finland. His sojourn in Finland has been a hitherto unknown chapter in his life, and by adding the early encounters with Finnish antisemitism to the story of Ivan Kutisker's life, we see before us a picture of a man running the gauntlet from the first insults at the RussoFinnish border to the ultimate contumely of being publicly dissected and post humously shamed by Professor Otto Lubarsch, an antisemitic Jewish convert to Christianity. 
